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POINTERS 


Priesthood and Reunion.-We have received from America 
copy of an article under the above title written by the Rev. L. 
Haselmayer, Ph.D., who visited England at the time of the 
Anglo-Catholic Congre ss and the Lambeth Conference in 1948, 
and is now Professor of History in the Daniel Baker College, 
brownwood, Texas. Permission to reprint the article has been 
kindly given by Dr. Haselmayer and by the Editor of the Anglican 
Theological Review in which the article was first published in 
October, 1949. We propose to publish the article next month. 
It is, however, too long for a single issue, and rather than divide 
_the article we propose to print our November and December 
issues together as a single 16-page humber. There will, therefore, 
be no issue of Faith and Unity in December, but after the double. 
nunibe rin November our next issue will be that of January, 1951. 

‘Priesthood and Reunion” is a valuable paper of w hich our 
readers may well wish to have additional copies for distribution : 
we shall, therefore, arrange for more copies than usual to be 
printed, and they will be sold at sixpence each, post free seven- 
pence, 


THE CONVOCATIONS AND SOUTH 


The following extract from an article in the ‘Rochester Diocesan 
Chronicle” of August, 1950, ts reprinted by kind permission of the | 
author, the Rev. G. B. Bentley, a member of the Commission. which 
drew up the Report on the Church of South India, and of the Editor 
of the R.D.C., the Rev. D. V. Reed. 


Why is it that this act of union in South India threatens the 
unity of our Church so? Two reasons only can be suggested here, 
neither of which seems yet to be generally appreciated. The first 
is the provision in the Constitution of the Church of South India 
for maintaining full communion with the non-episcopal bodies 
from which many of its members have come. In consequence of 

-«- - this, when a Methodist, Presbyterian or Congregational minister 
_ visits South India, he may celebrate the Holy Communion in a 
Ra church of C.S.I., and give communion to the people, without any 
~~ distinction whatever being made between such celebration and 
celebration by an episcopally ordained presbyter of C.S.1. The 
implications are far-reaching. To put the matter in terms of the 
familiar English situation, the Constitution of the Church of | - 
South India implies that, so far as celebrating the Holy Com- 
munion is concerned, there is no difference between a priest of the 
Church of England and a Free-Church minister. In what sense, ! 


then, has that Church adopted episcopacy? Apparently it has 
adopted it purely as a method of pastoral oversight and Church 
government, not as being in any way the guarantee of the validity 
of sacraments. But that is not episcopacy as most of us conceive 
it. Therefore, when we are asked to recognize the Church of 
South India as an “ episcopal ’’ church, and to enter into com- 
munion with it on that basis, we are in effect being asked to 
declare that it is no longer incompatible with episcopacy as we 
understand it to allow Free-Church ministers to celebrate in our 
parish churches and give communion to the people. In short, we 
are asked to abandon what so many of us have regarded as the 
Anglican doctrine concerning this matter and to embrace the 
Free-Church doctrine instead. That is one reason why the South- 
Indian question causes tension among us. It should be noted, 
moreover, that the provision for interchangeability of ministers 
with non-episcopal bodies is not simply one of the anomalies 
inseparable from the thirty-year period of “ growing together "’ 
but is, as the Church of South India frankly declared in answer 
to the fifth representation of the Church of England, ** absolutely: 
basic and . . . not subject to reconsideration ”’. 98 

A second cause of tension may be found in the exclusive charac- 
ter of the South-Indian union. We are apt. to suppose that the 
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‘Church of South India is more comprehensive than the Church of 
England ; but in some respects at any rate it is less so. There are 
some Anglicans, for instance, notably those who believe episcopacy 
to be.essential to the very being of the Church, who could not 
possibly work in it. One speaker in the Convocation debate, who 
had himself at one time been a member of the committee which 
produced the South-Indian Scheme but had had to withdraw, put 
this beyond doubt ; and members of C.S.I. have admitted as 
much. There are people holding certain beliefs about the nature 
of the Church who are perfectly at home in the Church of England, 
but could not be at home in the Church of South India. Is it 
surprising that they cannot contemplate with equanimity full 
communion between the Church of England and the more exclu-. 
sive Church ? 

But, someone may say, granted that the Church of South India 
is exclusive of certain elements in Anglicanism, is not the defect 
more than compensated for by the inclusion of non-Anglicans ? 
The answer unfortunately is that there are also Congregationalists 
and Presbyterians who could not work in South India. Con- 
vinced Free-Churchmen are excluded just as effectively as 
convinced Episcopalians. In fact, the nature of the South-Indian 
union is such that, while it appeals to certain elements_in the 
various existing communions, and draws them into or towards 
itself, it inevitably repels other elements. _ That is why, as another 
speaker in the Convocation debate said, it could develop into a 
wedge splitting every Western European Christian body. The 
Church of South India is the product, not of reunion, but of re- 
grouping : it is.a coalescence of like-minded persons from various 
traditions ; and because it is exclusive—because it has no power 
in it to heal the deep theological wounds of Christendom—it is 


potentially disruptive. 


‘* The Church of South India, so far from being a Church which | 
has, from our point of view, certain gaps, holes and defects to be 
filled in, has claimed to have achieved a kind of unity and become 
a kind of Church which is superior in essence to the Anglican 
_ Communion itself. It has free communion with all the Churches 
which contributed to its making. That is the larger liberty which 
it claims; it is the special virtue which, it asserts, cannot, be 
surrendered. 

‘* What is happening in the whole of the movement for unity is 
a gradual process of moving from point to point, whereby you are 
told that ‘ you agreed to this, so you must agree to that’. If it 
is continued, I foresee the complete disintegration of the Anglican 
Communion. It alarms me to the depth of my being.’’—The Dean 


of Chichester, Convocation, May 23, 1950. 
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THE APPROACH REUNION 


 VIlI._THE HOLY COMMUNION 


It can hardly be denied that the Sacrament of the Holy 
Eucharist is at once the essence of unity and the cause of dis- 
union. ‘* We, who are many, are one bread, one body: for we 
- partake of the one bread "’ could be said by St. Paul (1 Cor. 

17 R.V.) because to Christians of his time there was a very 
ok ‘ar and obvious connection between the one Body of Christ in 
the Sacrament and the Body of Christ, the Church. The con- 
nection is still there, but it has become obscured by the schisms 
which have rent the Body of Christ, the Church; and yet it is 
the nature of the Sacramental Body of Christ which is one of the 
great sources of Christian division. 

It is obvious enough that to insist on the Sacrament of the 
Supper of the Lord as one of the essentials of unity, as have 
successive statements of the Lambeth Quadrilateral, is hardly 
to say anything at all (although, of course, it must not be for- 
gotten that there are some sects calling themselves ** Christian " 
who repudiate all Sacraments). But the difficulties arise when we 
consider exactly what we mean by this Sacrament. 


THE CATHOLIC DOCTRINE IN THE PRAYER Book 


The Anglican Church believes that our Lord is actually and 
objectively present in the Holy Sacrament. That is the point _ 
of the XXVIIIth Article of Religion. It states that the Body of 
Christ is not-only received (by the worshipper) but given. That 
is, He is present-not as a result of the faith of the worshipper, but 
independently of him. The rest of the Article, it is true, is con- 
cerned with denying a medieval materialistic and unsacramental 
belief as to how our Lord is present in the Sacrament. But it does 
not, as many have thought, mean that the Church of England 
does not acknowledge the Real Presence of our Lord in this Holy 
sacrament. An earlier Article (1553) did explicitly deny it. But 
this was later deliberately altered to the present wording, which 
we owe to Edmund Guest, then Bishop of Rochester, who states, 
in a letter still preserved, that it was not intended to exclude the 
Presence of Christ’s Body from the Sacrament. | 

In the Catechism we have the same insistence that “‘ the Body 
and Blood of Christ . . . are verily and indeed taken and received 
by the faithful in the Lord’s Supper ’’.; and throughout the whole 
Anglican rite for the celebration of Holy Communion there is the 

same truth echoed. There is not space here to examine this in 
detail, but a comparison of the 1552 rite with our present one 
shows clearly that despite some ambiguities the intention of the 
Anglican Reformers was to cling to traditional Catholic doctrine 
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on the nature of the Sacrament and of our Lord's Presence in it. 
‘Indeed, the Lambeth Conference of 1930 informed the Eastern 
Orthodox Church that the Anglican Communion did in fact 
believe in the Real Eucharistic Presence. 

Nor is this all: The Anglican Communion also believes that in 
this Divinely ordained Action of the Holy Eucharist, the Church 
offers to the Father the Sacrifice of the Body and Blood of Christ, 
the Sacrifice which He made for us once on the Cross and which 
He Himself, through His Body the Church, continues to re- Pore 
in the Holy Sacrament. So the Catechism states that the Sacra-__ 
ment was ordained not for the personal benefit of individuals, but 
firstly for the continual remembrance, or re-presentation, of the 

Sacrifice of the death of Christ. It is true that the Anglican 
Communion does not explicitly define the relationship between 
the Sacrifice of the Cross and the Altar, but it does clearly hold 
the relationship to be there, and that the consecrated Bread and 


* Wine in which Christ is truly present are offered to God by a 


liturgical action. In the reply of the English Archbishops to the 
Bull Apostolicae Curae of Pope Leo XIII, they stated quite clearly 
that this doctrine of the Eucharistic Sacrifice is ~— of the 
doctrine of the Anglican Communion. 

In these two respects, therefore, the Real Presence of our Lord . 
inthe Sacrament and the Eucharistic Sacrifice, the Anglican 
Communion is one with the rest of Catholic Christendom and in 
disagreement with Protestantism, at any rate as we know it in 
this country. For as far as one can tell, there are no Non- 


-eonformists who would subscrtbe to either of these beliefs. Al- 


though they accept the Sacrament of the Lord's Supper in some 
sense they would be the first to deny that in their service of the 
Lord’s Supper they believe cur Lord to be present in the Sacra- 
ment in the sense that Anglicans do, or that they believe it to be 
an offering of Christ’s Sacrifice. 


~ 


THE ERROR OF UNITED COMMUNION SERVICES 


Now it will be seen that it is on this subject above all others 
that there must be complete frankness, for it would be unfair and 
dishonest to invite Nonconformists to join with Anglicans in this. 
service of the Lord's Supper without first making clear what the 
Anglican Communion does really believe about it. And yet this 
frankness is often lamentably absent from reunion discussions. 
We believe as fervently as anyone that it is deplorable that 
Christians ofall kinds should not be able to_join together round 
one altar in this great Sacrament of Unity. And yet it is even 
more deplorable if they do at present. lor consider what is 
actually happening if an Anglican joins in a Methodist Celebration 
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of the Lord’s Supper, for exanapie: He is bearing witness. 
Christians are always doing that whatever they do, so he can't 
help it. In this case the only things he is bearing witness to are 
first that he and the Methodists believe in Jesus Christ, and 
second that the Church of England and the Methodists believe 
the same things about the Sacrament they are receiving together. 
Therefore the witness they are bearing is not true t6 the belief of 
the Church of England. So what is in fact achieved is the 
elaborate (though cortainly unintentional) acting of a lie. This 
is quite apart from the question of the validity of the Sacrament 
and the status of the minister who celebrates it, which we must 
leave for a later article. The whole objection to intercommunion 
between Anglicans and non-Anglicans is just that it is not in fact 
intercommunion at all; it is simply acting a part. And we 
cannot believe that the cause of unity is really served by such 
indifference to the real truth of such mighty questions as are 
raised by this Sacrament. 

In practice, of course, this is not such a problem, for a con- 
vinced Nonconformist is not at all happy about joining in 
Eucharistic worship with Anglicans, for he finds the Anglican 
belief about the Sacrament expressed in ways of ceremonial 
which are distasteful to him ; and the same is true of a convinced 
Anglican joining with Noncoriformists at their holy table. And 
yet these are just the practical difficulties which are likely to be 
raised if some of the schemes for intercommunion are put into 
operation. They also seem to be just those difficulties which those 
who suggest such schemes (often from a level rather remote from 
that of their practical operation) too often ignore. : 

The Sacrament of the Eucharist is the source of unity, it is true. 
But this does not mean that the means to it is for all Christians 
to join together in the Sacrament, with complete indifference to 
what each believes about It. For the necessary prerequisite of 
any celebration of the Eucharist is that those who offer it shall 
be one, fellow-members of the Body of Christ. And that means 
one-ness in Faith and Doctrine, not one-ness in a vague senti- 
mental belief that we are all going the same way. The only unity 
which indiscriminate intercommunion proposals effect is a unity 
of belief that it doesn’t make the slightest difference what one 
believes about the Sacrament in which all are joined. . And yet the 
curious thing is that critics of such proposals are often called 
obstructionists in the search for unity. In fact, such critics have 
a far higher, nobler conception of what unity means, a unity which 
_ they believe can only now be sought by each individual's faithful 
prayer and faithfulness to principle, and which will in God’s time 
be manifest in the joining of all Christians in the Holy Sacrament 


of Christ's Body and Blood. 
L. F. CHApp. 
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THE CEYLON REUNION SCHEME 


The * Internationale Kirchliche Zeitschrift’’ No. 1, 1950, carries 
a long article on the Ceylon Reunion Scheme by the Rev. P. H. 
Vogel, giving the Old Catholic view of the Scheme. After summarizing 
the history of the negotiations, Fr. Vogel outlines the provisions of 
the Scheme, and then goes on to express his opinion of it. It ts these 
final paragraphs which we here reproduce by his kind permission 
in a translation from the original German. 


COMPARING thc present Scheme with the South Indian Union 
Scheme, it must be admitted that this has many advantages over 
that. On the other hand, it must also be said that it leaves much 
to be desired. The Scheme has already passed through many 
stages, and the form before us is not final. Without doubt many 
proposals of the participating Churches will still come in: we 
would like to express the hope that these demands may result in 
the improvement of the Scheme, and not in making it worse, as 


- was the case in South India. .In particular, the following points 


should be noticed in the Scheme before us. 

In the matter of Baptism it should be clearly explained that 

‘* Believer’s Baptism can only be received by such as have not 
received Infant Baptism. Also, as we understand it, the necessity 
of Baptism for salvation is not distinctly emphasized. : 

Confirmation is clearly demanded as a previous condition for 
the reception of Holy Communion, but it is not clearly expressed 
that it is the completion of Baptism. 

The theory * that the Ministry of all separated Communions is 
incomplete ’’ is open to serious objections, as the Grace of Orders 
and Authority is imparted by Christ through the Apostles, but is 
not subject to bestowal through a Church or Congregation. Also 
the English word “ ordained "’ is ambiguous, and will be explained 
differently by different participants. It certainly does seem as 
if the Church of Lanka recognized the character of indelibility, 
‘as it has the express definition that a Minister who has laid down 
his Ministry and later wishes to assume it again, shall not be 
re-ordained, but this does not alter anything in the circumstance 
that many Ministers, who enter the Priesthood of the-Church of 
Lanka from the different Communions, are only “ ordered” 
‘commissioned’; .but not in the Catholic sense ordained 
It is very questionable - ‘whether the Ministers so “ ordered ’’ are 
now really “‘ ordained ’’ by the imposition of the hands of the 
Bishop, and whether the entire Ministry of the Church of Lanka 

‘ will be accredited in the eyes of the Church throughout the 
world ” 

The Church of Lanka demands of all its members who wish to 
come to Holy Communion that they be baptized and confirmed, 
so that it is the more strange that every communicant of one 
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of the Churches which stands in communion With one of the 
uniting Churches, is admitted in the Church of Lanka without 
Contirmation, or even Baptism, being demanded of him. [t ts 
stranger still that the Church of Lanka, which for its own part 
lays down that only Bishops and Priests can celebrate the Holy 
Communion, admits to the celebration (ce. to celebrate the Rite) 
visiting Ministers not episcopally ordaimed. The scheme refers 
to the second Order of the three-fold Ministry throughout as ~ the 
Presbytery and Presbyters In one place it is explamed 
that Presbyter is the same as Priest“. Too much weight 
should not be laid upon this designation, as the Episcopal Church 
of seotland also, in the Rite of the Holy Communion, designates 
the cclebratmg Priest Presbyter The authority to remit 
sins is lacking in the dormula tor the Ordination of Priests; but 
in another place im the scheme the Ministry of Reconciliation. ts 
mentioncd among the duties of the Priest. 

~ Already at the time of the discussions of the Scheme eriticisms 
were raised from different sides on v ery Various grounds. Opposi- 
tion was shown above all to the precipitation and haste with 
which the scheme had been prepared. Those who oppose the 
scheme complain that they have no opportunity to express their 
opinions, and the Anglicans. especially are afraid that they must 
surrender too much of their inherited values. The danger 
threatens that, as in the case of South India, the longer the 
discussions are drawn out, the more it will deteriorate from 
Catholic Truth. The Preamble quotes the High Priestly Prayer 
of our Redeemer, but does not print in the text the words, “ As 
Thou, Father, artin Me, and bin Thee: But it is in this-way, in 
the striving after unity, that it comes about that it is not reached 
by the way of compromise, a human unity, but. a Unity which 
reflects that Unity that abides between God and His Only Son. 


Stand Fast in the Faith. Copies of this leaflet and prayer paper, 
in which all the prayers are taken trom the Book of Common 


Praver and the Ordinal, are still available. The ‘vy may be had on” 


applicationto the Secretary, C.D.C.P., 6. Perth Road, Beckenham, 
Kent. No charge is made, but contributions, large or small, 
towards the cost of printing and distribution willbe gratefully 
received. 


Communications for the Editor aici Annual Subscriptions to 
Fatth and Unity, which may commence at any time (minimum 
subscription, post free, four shillings a year), should be sent to the 
secretary, C.D.C.P., 6 Perth Road, Beckenham, Kent,. England. 
Receipts for amounts under ten shillings will be enclosed with the 
next issue after the subscription has been received. 
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